18 Since "blessing," I remind, means curse here,19 this text has been a real skandalon for scholars, since it seems to imply that the Pharisees were cursed in the early synagogue. There have been many attempts to emend this text, but as Lieberman points out, it cannot be emended against all witnesses. Lieberman accordingly understands "Pharisees" here to mean those who "separate themselves from the public," thus the prototypical sect (the apparent etymological meaning), thereby endangering the unity of the people, and the Tosefta is referring to an early curse on them to which a curse on the minim was later appended or folded in.20 Lieberman's interpretation makes eminent sense to me. However, in contrast to my master, I would not be able to date this inclusion earlier than the third-century context in which the Tosefta was redacted or the immediately preceding decades, especially since the very term minim is attested only from the end of the second century. In my view, then, an earlier curse of sectarians (Pharisees!) became the model for the curse of the heretics almost certainly no earlier than the time of Justin and likely even later. Origen provides evidence for the point that there was no early curse against Christians or Christianity as well, since he writes that, as van der Horst has given it: "up till his own days the Jews curse and slander Christ (Hom. Jer. X 8,2; XIX 12,31; Hom. Ps. 37 II 8)," and van der Horst comments, "but that is not what the Birkat ha-minim is about. And in view of the fact that no Church father was better informed about Judaism than Origen, one may reasonably assume that curses against Christianity in a synagogual Kochban (138) shift in usage to include Gentile Christians. He thus maintains that there was indeed a malediction against heretics and that it "probably existed before Yavneh and was revised rather than composed there," even if it did not at the earliest stages comprehend Christians.28 Retaining the content of the talmudic legend as positive evidence, Wilson postulates that he can posit changes in the interpretation of the "blessing" before and after the Bar-Kochba war, concluding that after 138, the minim includes Gentile Christians, thus explaining Justin's notices. From my methodological perspective, however, there is no evidence whatever before the Tosefta (mid third century) that the term even refers to Jewish Christians. Contradicting his own very sharp remark cited above that "the spread of their influence was gradual and almost certainly did not encompass all Jewish communities until well beyond the second century," Wilson suddenly seems also to be assuming that a rabbinic narrative of origin provides evidence for the practice of Jews universally and immediately.
Once the evidence of and for a so-called "blessing of the heretics" before the third century is removed from the picture, there is no warrant at all to assume an early Palestinian curse directed at any Christians.29 I am not claiming to know that there was no such thing, but rather that we cannot know at all, and that it is certain, therefore, that we cannot build upon such a weak foundation an edifice of Jewish-Christian parting of the ways. 30 We cannot, in fine, use the third-century Tosefta nor the fourth-/ fifth-century talmudic material to account for Justin. William Horbury, however, has suggested that we may use Justin's evidence to explain the talmudic narrative and thus to reassert a version of the traditional account of a Yavnean anti-Christian curse, indeed a curse that included Gentile Christians as well (or even might have been directed primarily at these latter). He implies that Justin definitively elucidates the talmudic witness and requires us to interpret it in opposition to Kimelman, namely as referring to Gentile Christians. On the one hand, Horbury's premise is absolutely compelling: Justin surely does not seem to be manufacturing his report; there was some cursing going on. However, the conclusion that he draws to the effect that this provides conclusive evidence for an early date for birkath 28 however, to demonstrate that his interpretation that God is speaking to the Logos is the only possible one, Justin has to discard another possible reading that some Jewish teachers, those whom Trypho himself would refer to as an hairesis, have offered but cannot prove, namely that God was speaking to angels. On this text Marcel Simon comments: "However, when this passage, written in the middle of the second century, is compared with the passage in Acts, it seems that the term hairesis has undergone in Judaism an evolution identical to, and parallel with, the one it underwent in Christianity. This is no doubt due to the triumph of Pharisaism which, after the catastrophe of 70 C.E., established precise norms of orthodoxy unknown in Israel before that time. Pharisaism had been one heresy among many; now it is identified with authentic Judaism and the term hairesis, now given a pejorative sense, designates anything that deviates from the Phari- Justin, of course, was not reflecting an actually existing situation, but actively participating (on one side of the "dialogical" process) in the very discursive practice that brings it into existence. Indeed, there is an interesting moment of inconsistency in Justin's discourse in the first paragraph cited here for this discussion.96 The implication of his last sentence (especially without the added words "would say," which are not in the Greek) is that Jews who do not deny the resurrection or participate in the other "heresies" do, indeed, have their hearts "close to God." But, in some sense, it is the purpose of the Dialogue as a whole to deny that very possibility. I am inclined to find here in this moment of paradox-or at any rate, incongruity-within Justin's text the mark of a gap between the reality being constructed by the Dialogue and the social reality of which Justin knows. As in the Pseudo-Clementine texts-in which there are clearly Jews (there identified as Pharisees) who are deemed close to "orthodox" Christianity, closer indeed than some Christians in their insistence on the Resurrection-so also here. It would appear that whatever the explicit ideology, lines are not clearly drawn between "Judaism" and "Christianity," but at least one highly significant isogloss (that is, highly significant for the Rabbis, for whom it marks the difference between orthodox and heretic, just as it does for Justin and the PseudoClementines); the line is between Jew and Jew, between Christian and Christian, thus marking a site of overlap and ambiguity between the two "religions" that the texts are at pains to construct.
We have seen in this discussion that while both early rabbinic texts and Justin's text are busy producing both a border between "Jews" and "Christians" and concomitantly one between the orthodox and the "heretics," these borders are actually not nearly as clear as the 
